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EPA's Comments on the IM/IRA Update
for tha Closure of OU 7

Overall Comments

. The evaluation of altermatives conducted isg inappropriate.
DOE needs to performed a detall analysis of the presumptive
remedy opticns. Please look specific comments below,

° The slurry wall containment option needs to be evaluated in
detail. DOE should state the geologic formation required to
key the slurry wall into. Also, the depth needs to be
specified. Construction logistical problems need to be
evaluated. The described construction method for the slurry
wall can be considered an insitu technique. Thig insitu
technique provides little abhility for QA/QC after the
application. This lack of ability to control is a
disadvantage of slurry wall. DOE needs Lo explain how they
are planning to overcome this problem. Alzso, the length of
the slurry wall arcund the landfill may be over 1000 £ft.

' ) A thorough analysis of the ARARg neads to be conducted and
agreed by the IAG parties. The ARARs should drive the
design.

. EPA prefers to remove the dam elther by extending.the cover

or by excavation and placement within.the landfill area.

o The groundwater collection and treatment gystem is a very
key component of this action., Detail analysis of
alternatives should be conducted following the attached
criteria. ' '

) The cost associated with all the options need to bhe
presented in detail.

Speclific Comments

Existing Conditions

This section needs to be expanded to include site specific
conditions related to the geology and hydrology of the landfill
area., Is the waste currently saturated? Wwhat is depth to
groundwater? What are the Contaminants Of Concern (COCs)? What
type of lithology exist in the area?

'RCRA Guidance on Cover Design

. This section should describe the type of materials available for
each of the layers, as well as their function.

Selection Qf Cover Optiong
EPA‘fee;s that & thorough identifitation and determination of the

%
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ARARs needs to be performed prior to the selection of the
alternatives. In this manner, the options can he measured
against the regulatery and technical requirements.

The evaluation criteria presented in this section is more
appropriate for a preliminary screening of altesrmatives. In this
situation we are using a presumptive remedy approach. One -of the
advantages of the presumptive remedy approach is the elimination
of the need to perform a preliminary screening of alternatives.
The presumptive remedy.allows you to congider very specific '
alternatives for a detail evaluation and analvgig. EPA faelg
that the appropriate criteria to be utilized is the nine
evaluation criteria under CERCLA. EPA recommends the use of the
attached ariteria.

The evaluation needs to provide enough detail. For example, .long
term effectiveness needs to be proven by specific engineering
analysis suc¢h the HELP model, durability of the materials, geo-
tech studies such stability evaluations of the area, leachability
of contaminanta to groundwater by infiltration, evaluation of
groundwater .protection to State Quality Standards etc. Another
example is the evaluation of the cost associated with each of the
alternatives, - The cost needs to be provided in detail. Only in
this manner, we can identify what is driving the cost for each of
the optiona. This may allow us to develop recommendations to
reduce the cost without affecting the quality and perfocmance of
the selected. rémedy.

Cove ti 1)

The need for the general £ill between the waste and the low-
permeabllity layer needs to be explained. ‘this option analysis
need to explain the differences of the four options with the
ilugtration of the "Conceptual cover termination detail with
slurry wall"

It appears to be the first time that a gas collection layer and
interim daily cover is mention. This needs to be explained.

This conceptual design is different from the four cover-options.
This needs to be explalned.

Gas Management Plan .

EPA feels that it will be more effective to vent to atmosphere if
‘in compliance with the ARARs. EPA feels that gas burnersd are
"unlikely to work in this landfill because a lack of enough
organic matter.
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Gradi i

The 7% sldpe looks overkill. EPA feelg that 3-43 may be
gufficient due to low organic content of £ill which may cause
minor landfill settlement.

Costs

Cost estimates for landfill cover options 4b uad 3b are over
$400,000 an acre; typical lanfill cover costs for solid waste
lanfills azre 100,000 an acre - double for ha‘ardOus wasia
landf£ill. This needs to be explained.
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'APPENDIX A
TECHNOLOGY EVALUATION CRITERIA
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T. Overall Protection to Euman Health and the Envirorment
Minimize current risk:
. Potential to lowexr the current risk.

How altermative provides Human Health and Env.ironmental
Protection:,

) Does the alternative treat contaminition?
o Does the alternativa destroy contaminants?
? Type of treatment.

Need for Ifmstitutional control measures:
o Is there a need to institutionalize risk?
®. What control measures are needed to iustituticaalize
remaining risk? ,

Risks during implementation:
® Additional risks posnd to the community, site workers,

or the environment during the demongtration project or
remedial action. :

II. Compliance with ARARS

Compliance with Chemical Specific ﬁRARs:
w Can ARARS be met?

Cdmpllance with Action Speczfic ARARS :

. 9 Can BRARS be mﬁt’

Camplianpe with Lacatian Speairic ARARS:
o Can ARARS be met?

Campliance wi.th Other Criteria anmd Guidances:

" Could the altermative satisfy other requirements and
guidances.

Ability to waive au ARAR:
[ If ARARS cin not be met, -¢ould the ARARs be waived?
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IX). Reductilon of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume through Treaﬁment

Reduction in Toxicity,

) To what extent iz the mass of toxic contaminants
reduced?

® To what extent is the moblllty of toxic contaminants
reduced?

. To what extent is the volume of toxic contaminazis
raduced? )

Amount of hazardbus material

‘. What portion (mass, vvlume) of contam nated matorial is

destroyed? .
e  What porr%mn {mass, volume) of contam;nated material is
treated? '

Type and quamtity afAtreatment rezidual
e What residuals remain?
. What are their quantities and charaCLwrlstquv
L What risk do treatment residuals pose?
Limitalloas

. Minimum contaminant concentration achievable
.- Meximum contawminant level applicable

Adverse Impacts

[ Potential of the alternative to generate other
hazardous by-products after treatment

Iv. Implementability
Techniaal Feasibility
Scale-up Potential

® Is the altermative alraady a pilot o full scale
system?

Abillty to comstruct and cperate techoology

What difficulties may be associated with construction?
What uncertainties are related to construction?

' Is operation of the technology labor intemsive?
What is the automation potential of the technology?
Dagrae of specialized and skilled personnel required to
operate and majintain the tecnnology

2
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Reliability%haintainability'of the technolcgy

©  What is the .likelibood thit technical problems will
" Jlead to schedule delays?

@ Potential for system fallura during operation and the
ease and dlf:lCUlty of maintalnlng the equipmeut.

Ease of undeztaklng other remedmal actions, Iif needed

o Are other remedial actions needed?
: Wnat are the future anticxpatea ravodial activas?
o .How difficult will it be to implem=ut the addiziopal

remedial actions, if required?

Ability to measure sUCCESS

L] Is it pogsible to monicor effECClVCL&bb Qf t“» remedy?
. What is' the likelihood that technologies will weet
required performance speciflcatlon ?

Time to complete cleanup

® Time expected for mobilization and startup.
@ Total time reguired to complete cleanup.

Administrative Feasibility
Coo#dination with Regulatory Agencies

L What are the regulaﬁory administrative requir.oments?
® Ability to meet regulatory administrative requlremeuts.

ITugtitutional’ barrz.cra

.. What procurement requirements are ueeded? _

+ @ . Are the meeded procurcment processses well established?

. What documents need to be developed, reviewed and
- approved prior gtartup of the system?

. wWhat 1s the likelihood of mecting wll the technical
: requirements?
® Are zll the resources -(budget, materials, and services)
© ' needed avallable.

v. Long-Tezm Effectiveness and ?armdnence

Abzlz:y-of the technalagy to offer a pezmanedt solution

[ Expected time-frame of remedy to CQmplete treatment?
[ To what extent are the effects of the remedy
' irreversible?
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-Magnitude of the residual risk

® What is the magnitude of the residual risks?

® What remaining sources of risk can be identified?

® How much is due to treatment residuslg, and how much ie
due to untreated residual contamination? '

® Will a S-year review be required?

Adequacy and reliabili:y-of coatrols

[ ] What type and’ degree of long- term management ig
required?

® What are the requlrements -of long term mon1tor1ng°

L What operation and maintenance functlcns must be
performed?

L What difficulties and uncertainties may be associazted
with long-term.operation and maintenance?

® What is the potential need for replacenzut of technical
components?

@ What is the magrltude of threats or rleks should the
remedial action need replacement?

[ What ig the degree of confidence that vontrols can
adequately handle potential problem?

. What are the uncertainties associated with land

disposal of residuals and untreated -astes?

VI. Short-Term Effectiveness
Protection of community during remedial actions

® What are the risks to the community during remedial

action?
e How will the riska to the community e addressed and
) mitigated?
L What risks remain to the commun;ty ti.at czn not be

readily controlied? °
Protection to workers during remedial actiong

e What are the risks to workers that must be addressed?
[ What risks remain to workersg that can not be readily

contrelled?
] How will the risks to workers be addressed and
mitigated?
. Envirommental Impacts
'®  Whabt enviroomental impacts are expecusd with the
construction aud implamentatmon of tlie altermative?
® What are the available mitigation measures to bz used

and what is thelr reliability to minimize potential

4
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rigks?

Time until remedial response objectives are achieved

How long until protectioa against the threats respbnsa

o
objectives being addrelsed by specific action is
. achieved?
& How long until any ramaining site threats will be
‘ addressed?
& How long until remedial response objectives ar
achieved?
VII. Costs

Direct Capital Costs:

Egulpment Cost - Cost associated wiith technolaay
process unlit. :

Conatruction Costs -~ Cost of materi ls, and la',or

required to install process selectel unit.

gite Development Costs - Expenses @:soclated w.th site

preparation costs of existing prope ty.

Indirect Capital Costs:

Eugineering Expcases - Cost of adminisktration, design,

construction, supervision, drafting, and treat.bility
testing. ‘

License or permit costs - Administrative and technocal

cost® necessary to obtain licemses znd permits for
installation ahd operation of offpite activities.

reu g | gty - Costs incurred to ensure

system is operatiocmal and fuctional.

Contingency Allowances - Funds to cover cost rasulting
from unforgeen circumstances, such as adverse weather-
conditions, eguipment failure etc..

Annual O&M CbSts:

Operating TLabor Gogts - Wages, training, and fringe
benefits assocliated with labor needed Lor post -

.construction operations.

mmm;mﬁmg - Cogts for parts wud other

resources required for routine maintenance of
facilities and eguipment.

R - - L. f e e LR g et e TN e e e ey et te Al S m mrm s
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® ‘Auxil: terial - Costs of such items as

chemicals and electricity for treatmeni plant
“opuralloas, water and sewer services, «nd fuel.

] Purchased Serxrvices - Sampling costs, lzboratory fees,

r N
and professional fees.

o Rehabilitation Costs - Cost for replasiag equipment or

structures that wear out over time,

TOTAL P.11



